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PER CURI AM

Tony Qgredi us Cox appeals his jury conviction and five-
month sentence for knowngly and wllfully making a materially
false statenent and representation on a FAA Form 8500-8 in
violation of 18 U S.C. 8§ 1001 (a)(2) (2000). Cox contends his
conviction should be reversed because there was insufficient
evi dence that his m srepresentation was material to a matter within
the jurisdiction of the Federal Aviation Adm nistration (FAA). See

United States v. Arch Trading Co., 987 F.2d 1087, 1095 (4th Cr.

1993) (citations omtted). W affirm
A def endant chal l enging the sufficiency of the evidence

faces a heavy burden. See United States v. Beidler, 110 F. 3d 1064,

1067 (4th Cr. 1997). Wen, as here, the defendant chall enges the
sufficiency of the evidence at trial, the relevant question is
whet her, taking the view nost favorable to the Governnment, there is

substantial evidence to support the verdict. See dasser v. United

States, 315 U S. 60, 80 (1942). This court “ha[s] defined
‘substantial evidence,” in the context of a crimnal action, as
t hat evidence which ‘a reasonable finder of fact could accept as
adequate and sufficient to support a conclusion of a defendant’s

guilt beyond a reasonable doubt.’”” United States v. Newsone, 322

F.3d 328, 333 (4th Cr. 2003) (quoting United States v. Burgos, 94

F.3d 849, 862-63 (4th Cr. 1996) (en banc)). This court “nust

consider circunstantial as well as direct evidence, and all ow t he



Gover nnent the benefit of all reasonable i nferences fromthe facts

proven to those sought to be established.” United States V.

Tresvant, 677 F.2d 1018, 1021 (4th Cr. 1982). Wth these
standards in m nd, and after review ng the record, we concl ude t hat
t he evidence was sufficient to support Cox’s conviction.
Accordingly, we affirmCox’s conviction and sentence. W
di spense with oral argunment because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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